Commentary
This systematic review intended to explore evidence from the literature regarding cephalometric soft tissue changes following functional appliance treatment. The methodology was elaborate. The selected articles were critically evaluated, and the reasons for inclusion and exclusion were clearly described. The outcome of this review in terms of the number of included studies and consistency of their results, however, did not meet expectations because of the remarkable controversy within the literature. Based on the available evidence, clinicians cannot promise their growing patients a more attractive facial profile with functional appliance treatment.
It is interesting to note that, of the 11 articles included, five were not published in English (three were written in Portuguese, one in Turkish, and one was not clear because no abstract was available); four were not indexed in PubMed/Medline; and only five were published in core orthodontic journals (three in European Journal of Orthodontics, one in Angle and one in the American Journal of Orthodontics and Dentofacial Orthopedics). This presents an embarrassing dilemma -why were many good studies not published in English core dentistry journals? And how can we, as readers limited by the language and resource, re-evaluate these studies? A comprehensive database search in all possible languages is necessary for good systematic reviews, but it does involve considerable work. For the benefit of readers and authors alike, publishing data in journals with a wide readership and an easier accessibility should be encouraged.
Of all the types of functional appliances, Activator and Bionator were selected for the study because they are most commonly used. This may not necessarily mean, however, that more or better publications are available describing these two devices. In fact, only five studies for Activator and six for Bionator fulfilled the inclusion criteria, and neither provided sound evidence. It would be interesting to look into other types of appliances, eg, the toothborne active type, which hopefully is ongoing. Regarding the evaluation of facial attractiveness, it is slightly unconvincing that only one study 1 of Activator and Frankel was the basis of the conclusion that there were statistically significant soft tissue changes after the use of the Activator or Bionator: this has a questionable clinical significance from layperson's perspective. Three-dimensional analysis of soft tissue changes was proposed as a better approach for future studies but the reasoning could be more clear. Can we attribute the lack of soft tissue changes to the drawbacks of two-dimensional measurement methods rather than the quality of the studies? If not, can we expect that a three-dimensional approach would yield different results?
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